Introduction
Empirical research investigating performance analysis in association soccer has generally been limited to studies exploring specific aspects of the game such as patterns of play of teams or physiological estimates of positional work rates of individual players (Hughes and Franks, 2005; Hughes et al., 1988; Taylor et al., 2004; Yamanaka et al., 1993) .
Recently, it has been suggested that researchers should focus upon the development and utilization of performance indicators (Carling et al., 2009; Carling et al., 2005; Hughes and Bartlett, 2002 ). This recommendation is based upon the fact that performance indicators, when expressed as non-dimensional ratios, can be independent of any other variables used (Hughes and Bartlett, 2002) . Performance indicators are defined as the selection and combination of variables that define some aspect of performance and help achieve athletic success (Hughes and Bartlett, 2002) . These indicators constitute a profile of ideal performance that should be present in the athletic activity to achieve this performance and can be used as a way to predict the future behaviour of sporting activity (Jones et al., 2004; O´Donoghue, 2005) .
Despite recent attempts to construct individual performance profiles in team sports such as basketball, baseball, rubgy, and American football (Boulier and Stekler, 2003; Csataljay, et al., 2009; Ibáñez, et al., 2008; Jones, et al., 2004; Ortega et al., 2009; Sampaio et al., 2010) , there has been little research into the construction of team performance indicators and profiles in soccer. The preponderance of research in these team sports is largely explained by the sport's nature involving "plays" which are easily identifiable and categorized and individual contributions which can be easily isolated. Conversely, soccer's continuously interactive nature together with relatively low scores and limited "set" plays does not facilitate decomposition, record and measurement.
To date, a small number of studies have attempted to provide indicators of team performance through the comparison of winning and losing teams (Grant et al., 1999; Horn et al., 2002; Hook and Hughes, 2001; Hughes and Churchill, 2005; Hughes and Franks, 2005; Hughes et al., 1988; Jones et al., 2004; Lago et al. 2010; Stanhope, 2001 shots. Hook and Hughes (2001) found that successful teams utilized longer possessions than unsuccessful teams in Euro 2000, although no significant differences were found in the number of passes used in attacks leading to a goal.
However, in a similar study Stanhope (2001) found that time in possession of the ball was not indicative of success in the 1994 World Cup. Jones et al. (2004) showed that successful teams in the English Premier league typically had longer possessions than unsuccessful teams irrespective of the match status (evolving score). .
Indeed, Hughes and Franks (1997) suggest that all
computerised notation system should be tested for intra-observer reliability (repeatability). 
Methods

Sample
The 
Procedures
The studied variables were divided into four groups ( 
Variables related to offense
Passses; successful passes (%); Crosses; Offsides committed; Fouls received; Corners; Ball possession.
Variables related to defence
Crosses against; Offsides received; Fouls committed; Corners against; Yellow cards; Red cards.
Contextual variable
Venue; quality of opposition.
Effectiveness=Shots on goal×100 ⁄ Total shots Statistical Analysis
Firstly, a descriptive analysis of the data was done. Then, a one-way analysis of variance 
Results
Descriptive results of the game-related statistics for winning, drawing and losing teams are presented in The results from the present study indicate that winning teams made more shots and shots on goal than losing and drawing teams.
Moreover, winning teams had a higher effectiveness than losing and drawing teams (45.6, 37.1 and 34.6, respectively). Previous studies have (Bate, 1988; Grant et al. 1999; Hook and Hughes, 2001; Hughes and Franks, 2002; Stanhope, 2001) Lago et al. (2010) . They found that there were differences between winning and losing teams in the variables total shots, shots on goal, crosses, ball possession and venue.
However, in this study the variables passes and successful passes were not considered.
Nonetheless, it must be kept in mind that the differences with regards to mathematical probability are only part of the analysis of the results (Ortega et al., 2009) . Therefore, the values found in the analysis of play, whether or not they are significant, can serve as a reference for coaches to guide training seasons.
Conclusion
This study presents reference values of game statistics and demonstrates in which aspects of the game there are differences between winning, losing and drawing teams in soccer. The variables that better differentiate winning, losing and drawing teams in a global way were the following: total shots, shots on goal, passes, successful passes, venue and quality of opposition. This profile helps the coach to prepare practices according to this specificity and to be ready to control these variables in competition. effects. This practical intervention can be oriented in a positive way (things or number of things to try to achieve) or in a negative way (things or number of things to try to avoid).
